This paper explores urban politics of representation and their role in processes of political and cultural participation for migrant and diasporic urban dwellers. Urban politics of representation are about finding a location in the city and about locating the city (or one's own city) in the world. Living, representing and being represented in the city is attached to looking for and finding (or failing to find) a place in the world. The strangers, the mobile subjects, the migrants seek (and sometimes find) a place of work and of sociality in the city. Often marginalised, patronised and excluded from formal (national) politics, they engage with the urban politics of representation either as actively seeking political representation or, and more often, as a reflection of their mobile status and their everyday engagement with images and representations of the self, community, the city, and global culture. Unlike formal and national politics, urban politics of representation involve activities in the street, participation in local life, engagement with creative practices and the arts, among other things -all of which increasingly involve appropriations of media and communication technologies. With reference to empirical material from London and New York, this paper argues that in the study of juxtapositions of difference in the city, we can observe politics of representation and forms of active (and mediated) citizenship, which are often ignored in formal politics for the management of diversity.
Introduction
The rhetoric of social cohesion, citizenship and participation is a site of paradoxical oppositions. Multiculturalism is under attack in nation-states which have long promoted politics of recognition of difference, such as Britain and The Netherlands. At the same time, nation-states which have adopted policies of assimilation/integration 1 saw their models shaken in conflicts and riots, such as those recently seen in France and Denmark.
Are both models of multiculturalism and integration equally bankrupt? If so, why do states turn to models of governing difference which have been tried, tested and failed elsewhere? Should governance learn from sites of opposition and dialogue which national policies usually overlook? And could the real challenge be in understanding the dynamics of living in/with diversity in locations in and across nations rather than assuming the desire to live as/in one nation? What becomes more and more apparent is the need to revaluate national politics of diversity and representation, taking into account the challenges of living with difference, the growing physical and mediated mobility as well as fragmentations within and across nation-states. While numerous cultural tensions around Europe have forced governments to revaluate their politics, paradoxically the tendency has been to reinforce ideologies of national cohesion rather than to question their relevance. Such tendencies presently overshadow dialogical practices of difference 1 Assimilation as a political/policy concept has been abandoned in the recent years. The concept of integration has become widely used, though, I argue, integration politics largely follows the assimilationist tradition. As a rule, integration politics desire the adoption of dominant norms and values by all groups within national societies.
while reinforcing ideologies (and sometimes practices) that oppose dialogue. Difference ends up being attacked from both sides: the national cohesion ideologies on one hand and the long standing enemies of diversity on the other 2 .
Against the politics that blame diversity and its manifestations for alienation and extremism, I propose a closer look at the locations of lived difference. Attacks to difference and its politics tend to make generalisations by projecting extreme cases as indications of the failure of multiculturalism (e.g. the British Muslim bombers of the 7/7 attacks became the embodied nightmare of the enemy within). Such generalisations reflect the disconnection of the polity from the realities of diversity as it is lived and experienced by the vast majority of denizens and citizens. Lived diversity is unexciting and as it occurs day in day out is mundane and ordinary. Especially as experienced in the city, where urban dwellers of various cultural and religious affiliations live cheek by jowl, diversity takes particular meanings that challenge the assumed divides based on ethnic and religious lines. In the city, contact and the inevitable share of symbolic and physical space increase the -desired or not -communication and sometimes even advance participatory politics of representation.
In this discussion, I focus on the ultimate locations of diversity: the multicultural neighbourhoods of the global city, and more specifically two multicultural locations in the par excellence global cities: London and New York. Urban multicultural 2 The rise of the racist far right on one hand and the fundamentalist movements of ethnic/religious closure on the other are partly products of policies which propose unsustainable administration of difference. Fundamentalists within minorities gain ground among disaffected minority populations who feel the pressure to assimilate. At the same time, the far right uses the failure of policies promoting national cohesion as an excuse for attacking minorities' refusal to assimilate.
neighbourhoods host diversity and a (working class) cosmopolitanism (Werbner, 1999) , maybe more than any other location in the global city. While looking at these locations I observed a specificity of urban relations (mediated or not) which accommodates a management of diversity that transcends current considerations of sameness/difference (especially as expressed in current policy). The specific forms of managing difference observed in the city -and especially the global and extensively diverse city of western modernity -sometimes translates into politics of representation, which are integrated in everyday life and which deal with elements of commonality and difference along lines that do not correspond to ethnic particularity (though they tend to be informed by it).
This discussion develops while drawing from ethnographic illustrations and interview material I collected in two global city multicultural locations: Haringey, North London and Astoria, Queens, New York City 3 . Both locales have their distinct identity, in terms of cultural location in the city, in the country and in the world. However, a number of elements of living with diversity at the two locations surpass Haringey and Astoria's particularity, both in terms of geography and in terms of relevance for politics of representation. There are two main elements that surpass local specificity and which frame this paper's outlook and argument. On one hand, both Astoria and Haringey have a peripheral position within urban, national and global top-down politics. This peripherality locations are significant not only within diverse neighbourhoods, but also in the global city as a particular location and as a node in global networks.
The manifestations of difference I am looking at, reveal a particular form of politics of representation, which are experimental and (multi-)positional. These politics take their shape through everyday practices that involve cultural and communication practices engaging urban dwellers of common origins but also urban dwellers of different origins who presently share urban positionalities. During my study and in numerous occasions, participants repeatedly shifted their narratives from a focus on their diasporic group as a central point of reference to people or activities that do not necessarily have to do with their particular diasporic culture or community. When talking about racism and discrimination for example, diasporic identity tended to be a central point of reference.
However, when talking about quality of life in the locale (e.g. education, safety, entertainment) the references were as much related to the diasporic group as they were to other local players (e.g. friends from other ethno-cultural groups; multiethnic schools).
Active engagement with defining the qualities of life in the urban locale has proven to be even more diverse in its references. In one case in London, a male middle-aged participant referred to his council estate neighbours and their campaign to improve their housing. In another occasion, a male participant in his 30's talked enthusiastically about a residents' association and its efforts to stop the construction of another high-rise building in his neighbourhood. He talked about a Greek friend who is also actively participating in the association but also about a number of non-Greek fellow members. These politics challenge both ideologies of national cohesion and of ethnic segregation. Even if not always in impressive ways, these informal politics of representation and presence reflect important ways in which urban dwellers seek visibility in the city, the nation and the world. Theoretically, my main point of departure is Benjamin's transitivity, a proposed urban category for understanding the meanings and the effects of contact in the city (1997) . In developing my argument, I discuss a number of effects of transitivity -as
Benjamin suggests one should -as manifested in a particular kind of urban politics of representation.
A Framework for Understanding Diversity: Global City, Transitivity and Politics of Representation
Critical and reflexive intellectual engagements with the multicultural paradigm have already challenged significant limitations of the policy discourse which adopts normative and singular approaches to difference. In works by Barry (2001) , Benhabib (2002 ), Fraser (1992 , Kymlicka (1995 ), Parekh (2000 , Taylor (1994) 
Transitivity
The concept of transitivity, as developed by Benjamin (1997) , inspires the present discussion. Benjamin's transitivity implies that the city is temporally and spatially open.
The encounters of people, places, things and technologies, their interaction and interpenetration in the city lead to unforeseen constellations. 'The stamp of the definitive is avoided ' (1997: 169) . Populations and ideas move in and out of the city through airports, train stations and the media. The city expands its spatiality through airports and train stations, computer terminals and satellite dishes. This condition leads to a growing porosity of the city. The city's temporal and spatial porosity allows -and even imposes - 
Urban Politics of Representation
Currently, policy making in most western cosmopolitan societies becomes trapped within a binary dead-end. On one hand, integration politics increasingly blame cultural difference for conflicts, terrorism and anomie 4 . On the other, multicultural politics often translate diversity as whole monolithic minority cultures and do not provide efficient systems for recognition of contestations and differences within and across cultural particularity. These normative interpretations of difference (either in celebrating or condemning it) find little relevance in the multicultural city. In multicultural urban locations another kind of politics can be observed. These politics have less to do with normative interpretations of culture and more with everyday practices and points of contact between cultures, politics, people and technologies.
Urban politics of representation are processes of communication and interaction initiated by city dwellers as part of their planned or unplanned attempts to find a location in the city and a location of the city (or one's own city) in the world. Living, representing
and being represented in the city is attached to looking for and finding (or failing to find) a place in the world. The strangers, the mobile subjects, the migrants seek (and sometimes find) a place of work and of sociality in the city. Often marginalised, The online space advances politics and discourses of representation which are largely excluded from the mainstream diasporic politics that assumed heterosexual and ethnic (either Greek or Turkish) normativity.
Living in the City: Seeking Representation in Everyday Life
The experiential element of diversity which is being undervalued in national politics (and nation 
Effects of Transitivity in (Mediated) Urban Politics of Representation
In this section, I focus on a number of key expressions of transitivity as observed in London and New York City and as they manifest themselves in politics of representation and more specifically in mediated forms of urban politics of representation. Following
Benjamin, this discussion engages with transitivity not for the sake of illustration, but in order to record its effects. In this case, the effects reveal active politics of seeking and sometimes achieving recognition in ways that formal politics tend to overlook. I will conclude by arguing for more informed multicultural politics that learn from urban politics of representation and which pay a closer look at the (mediated) everyday. This more informed politics, I argue, should take into consideration the dynamics of living with diversity and the positionality that is revealed in diasporic everyday life against what presently seems to be assumed in policy discourse as stable positions of closed difference.
While discussing common effects of transitivity across two global cities, I do not make a claim for universal repetitions and same expressions of transitivity across boundaries.
The two cities have significant differences, including some important elements: (i.) national politics of difference in Britain and the US have important particularities and they effect in a number of ways city life and city politics; (ii.) similarly, popular culture in the two countries has its distinct qualities that relate to the history of creative industries, relevant policies, presence of key creative actors in specific locations, etc; (iii.)
London is a major European city while New York City is the major cultural centre for American culture 5 ; (iv.) the history of migration, the waves and the origins of diasporic populations in the two localities have certain similarities but also differences; (v.) division of the city and city planning: the design of the two cities and their administration is different (for example, there is much more ethno-cultural mixing in London compared to New York where the ethnic enclave divisions still largely define ownership of city spaces, (cf. Massey and Denton 2000) . Urban and national particularity needs to be acknowledged; at the same time, developments that bridge some of these important differences need to be acknowledged as well. With the growing globalisation of popular culture, the enormous mobility of people across territories, but also with the growing globalisation of the politics of fear against Otherness, it is increasingly difficult to define differences between two megapoles like London and New York City based on national distinctiveness alone.
The points made in the following paragraphs are neither universally applicable nor exhaustively reflect urban politics of difference. However, hopefully it becomes clear how these specific examples become reflections of the unpredictability of (mediated) encounters in the city and the relevance of such encounters for representation. Under a number of headings, and with reference to empirical data, I discuss six important effects of urban transitivity which translate into city dwellers' efforts to find representation in the locale, the country and beyond.
Urban positionality in politics of representation
other ways of describing a city's particularity. And you as well, in Cyprus, you should show some respect to us here! We are more patriotic than you! We fight for Cyprus more than you do! (30's, male). This man's words made many uncomfortable and probably failed to get any message through. However, what is noticeable in this quotation is the anger and anxiety expressed against the demands of the politicians to position their audience within a singular and fixed national framework. Against nation-centric discourses, this man uses his (and his father's) experience to show how much he is committed to both nations and how his everyday life is actually a combination rather than a choice. In his experiential selfrepresentation the dual contact and conduct of a complex cultural life predominate.
The more composed words of a female American Cypriot move even further away from the national narrative and reveal more clearly a cosmopolitan way of living and representing the self (and an imagined community) against the national narrative.
After 9/11, all of us New Yorkers came closer together. We were trying to collect our pieces, put our lives back together. It really hurt when we saw people on Greek and Cypriot tv expressing bitter anti-Americanism. It made us feel very sad and angry (36, female).
What is obvious in these two quotations is the unease the two New Yorkers have to commit to one culture and a politics which relates to making a choice between origin and destination while ignoring their urban positionality. Urban experience and the representation these two people seek reveal two significant elements of urban politics of representation: (i.) Urban citizenship, at least in certain times, becomes more important than national citizenship; both these people think first as New Yorkers and then as Cypriots and/or Americans. (ii.) Urban subjects are also global subjects; in global cities the connection with the nation often goes through the global and through the mediated connections that constantly take place in everyday life. The second participant learns about the nation through the media, which she consumes in her city. Her position in the city (as a New Yorker) informs the way she connects to the nation (Cyprus). These quotations are expressions of the city's transitivity against the closure and the clarity of the national narrative. These people make a claim for representation which is about their (mediated) experience. This experience is multifaceted and not necessarily the same as everybody else's in the same cultural framework (i.e. the Cypriots or the Americans).
Physical and symbolic mobility, especially through the media, illustrate movement in, out and between public spheres in which they belong (or have an interest in belonging). Their (desired) belonging challenges the ascribed boundaries based on one nationality, one ethnicity, one position.
Juxtaposition of top-down and bottom-up lived cosmopolitanism: A domain for power negotiations
Urban planning and spatial-economic divisions of the city reflect the hierarchies within 
Juxtaposition of difference in urban creative practices: Youth culture represented
The city is a setting where experimentations with politics of representation are illustrated in walls, in music, in entertainment spaces, in local community centres and in the street. 
Transnationalisation of politics of representation challenges political loyalties
The city is always in movement and the city as a position where ideas and products are exchanged is in the core of its history and its representation. London in its cultural diversity seemed more appropriate and compatible with the group's online activity physical space compared to Cyprus. London is a location where ethnic difference is lived beyond the national imposition of fixity and division which dominates interethnic relations in Cyprus. The global city became the physical and symbolic location where the transnational online politics of the group managed to gain physical substance (and face to face validity) outside superimposed singular loyalties.
To conclude
Following Rajchman (in Amin and Thrift 2002) , it can be argued that in the city it becomes less possible to tell straight narratives about origins of people and ideas. In the city, people become 'originals' without origins (Rajchman in Amin and Thrift 2002) and their narratives are constructed through superposition or juxtaposition, rather than through oppositions and stable self-contained positions.
Unlike present national politics, urban politics of representation reveal the different shapes and shades of difference which cannot be contained in specific cultures -i.e. the Indian culture; the Afro-Caribbean culture, the Greek culture -but which have local, national and transnational connections and continuities. What I observed in the city is the significance of cultural positionality rather than of position. Formal politics approach culture as being unchangeable and people as functioning just within one culture.
However, in closer observation of everyday life and urban politics of representation, the significance of positionality is predominant. Positionality implies interaction, internal difference within cultural groups and also a condition of complexity that does not only have to do with culture as ethnicity, religion and language, but also with their filtering depending on one's more or less privileged position in a society and their ability to move in and out of various contexts.
What this discussion tried to illustrate is a need to advance an understanding of difference rather than pathologising it and abandoning its recognition in national and formal politics of representation. What is needed is not to throw away multicultural policies, but rather to take them a step further in understanding difference outside the majority/minority binary and beyond seeing each ethnic and diasporic group as a singular, homogenous and selfcontained entity. Experience and growing cosmopolitanisation of both experience and social relations has been undermined in national politics of difference, which either focus on discrimination or extremism. Unlike these extremes, multicultural living is mostly experienced in complex (even if mundane) acts of seeking representation and advancing informal acts of citizenship in everyday life and in the culturally diverse city. In everyday life and in uses of media and communication technologies in particular, alternative practices of representation and informal efforts for participation in local, national and transnational pubic spheres are formed. The problem with multiculturalism is not its refusal to accept that cultural diversity will eventually be replaced with integration, assimilation, common destinations (ideological, cultural and political). On the contrary, this is its major strength. While having the inevitable and unending diversity as a political and conceptual starting point, multiculturalism needs to advance its policies by thinking more about mobility, encounters, the city and the globe. Difference is not only about coming from somewhere else (and less and less this is important for new generations of diasporic populations). Difference is about various positions and positionalities depending on where one lives, if s/he gets access to symbolic and material sources and as discussed here, depending on whether being represented and recognised in and across multiple spaces: the local, the national and the transnational. This demanding task and outlook is more necessary than ever for meaningful politics of recognition.
